, 


DOCUMENT RESUME 


/ 


ED 140 9K | . JC 770 356 
AUTHCE Parsons, Ralph ; 
 TLILE, _ « The Effect of Euployment on the Grades of Students in 
Pi Associate Degreé Pregrams at Forsyth Techmical 
:* institute. 
FUB DATE Apr 77 
néTE 23p<% Fa, D. Practicum, Nova ta aa 
EDRS' EPRICE B¥-+$0.83 AC- $1.€7 Plus Postage. . 
DESCRIETORS ' Boademic ‘Achievement; College Freshmen; *Grade Point 


_Average; *Junior Colleges; *Part Time Jobs; ¥*Student 
Employment; Téchnical Institutes; Unemployment 


la 


success of full-time, associate degree students at Forsyth Technical 
Institute, as reflected by grade point average, was related to the 
number of hours per week that such students were employed. The fall 
1976 grade pcint averages of random samples drawn from a population 
cf 783 students were grouped according to the number of hours per 
week that the students were employed. Statistical~analysis of the 
relationship tetween employment and grade point average was. 
Ferfcrmed, centrolling for such additional variables as year in 
school, years since high school’ graduation, sex, and selected 
curricula. Results indicated a relationship between grade point 
ayerage and tours per week of esployment only for first- ~yea, 
students. It was found that those students employed 1-13, 14-26, and 
40 hours or more per week had higher grages than did unemployed 
Students. However, those employed 27-39 hours per week had lower 
grades than unemployed students. It was recommended that counselors 
be aware of both the apparent beneficial and detrimental aspects of 
student emplcyment when advising entering students and SEBS students 
with academic difficulty. (Author /JDS) 


td 


Fate - © | 1 


* Documents acquired by ERIC include {hany’ informal unpublished 


* materials not available from cther souyces. ERIC makes every effort 


yr Taccaneeey"degulsed by 28t¢ Inciad any inforel ‘unpublished "7 
* to chtain the test copy availatle. Nevertheless, items of. marginal 


* reproducibility are often encountered ‘and this affects the quality 


* via the ERIC Locument Reproduction Service’ (EDRS).. EDRS is not - 
responsible fcr the quality of the original document. ‘Reproductions 
supplied ty EDRS ate the best that can be made from the original. 


* 
* 
* 
* 
* of the micrcfiche and hardcopy réepraductions ERIO makes available * 
*, 
* 
* 
* 


i a ce le ea i oa a 


nl ai 


” va ; : ar ae 


A study was conducted in order to determine if the ° oo 
pie 


ED140911 


’ ‘ , ¢ EDUCATION A WELFARE 
, NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF 
fem ' gs : €OUCATION 
7 / 1H S DOCT MENT HAS BEEN REPRO- 
: tes WI CED EXACFLY 45 RECEIVED FROM 
* of "ME PERANN OR ONGON ZAT ON ORIG Ne 
oo ifs Alda 1t PUNT) JF vit Ww QR OP ANIONS « 
f Ps ~ YA°PE LO NUT NECESSANHL Y REPRE, 
1 f SENT UFO TAL NAT @NAL NOTITUTE OF 
i re f ‘ EO. aT un vO, TON DR PH CY 
= a <e ee 
i - ‘ ‘ f aps 
THE EFFECT OF EMPLOYMENT ON THE GRADES OF STUDENTS ‘IN ASSOCIATE q 
‘ s : ‘ 
4 ¢ °. % 4 if 
DEGREE- PROGRAMS AT FORSYTH TECHNICAL ing tiTUTE 
“| “7 . 
haat i : a ¢! re id 
\ vA a? Jae ‘ a. 
, F . oy _ ’ fi . 3 { i 
* : ie 
< s 
\ x ry ‘ 2 ; ‘ ’ 
. 4 ‘ t 
| = ‘ & + LJ 
- yo 
; ¥ i, 
ry 7 e ‘ + 
ie, 3 ' ‘ 
‘ Fy 
- a - of : 
. +2 a z 
: apes 
é hae ; . 
. Ralph Parsons, M., Ed. . 
“se Forsyth Technical Ynstitute 
i b , * 


i ny 4 ‘ 


| r } 4 


y a 4 


A PRACTICUM PRESDNTLD TO NOVA MUIVEKSIT 


Soars ay 


US DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH. 


IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE REOULTREMENTS FOR THE 
** DECREE OF DOCTOR OF EDUCATION 


NOVA UNTVERSITY 


" APRIL 1977 


LIST OF 


' | Chapter 


e a 


24 Ls 


~ mie 3s 3 PROCEDURES “~ « © @ ‘ a X (aw ® . 
“ee RESULTS ‘ . > » ° « o> * . * . * a . a oe ee ‘ 
5. “RISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS AND. RECOMMENDATIONS 
} REFERENCES Wee ee we OA cap a a - » & © HH e, 4 ¥: at 
APPENDIX 
\ : 
P A, PERCENT OF CERTAIN CLASSIFICATIONS OF STUDENTS 
ws "TN EACH EMPLOYMENT’ CATEGORY «1. 5 2 a G04 
; ‘ 
: 
7 ‘ ‘e ‘ 
. ‘ 
‘ - _ . - fe 
vw ‘ 
} ée ; . : 
7 t 
- fr 
. : . *: " 
oe 
. : ‘ 
\ r ; need 


TABLE OF CONTENTS 


yo. 
ke 
: t 
TABLES . * 7 . * . Py - a * * . . * « » « . . 
pt 4 


, INTRODUCTION ah Bitte Saas de® AR oe ated 2 


ou : 
BACKGROUND AND SIGNIFICANCE .. +. 2. ee. 


: J 2 


na 


~ 3 
* 9 
ae 
» 18 
. 319 


ca 


im 


7a 


A Comparison of GPAs os dhgetinba firarVexy Begheiee 


LIST of «TABLES 


it 


te Comparison of. GPAs of Employed Students i 
and Students, Not si Salas 


ee ee oe) PO > a ae) 


and First-Year Students Not Pup lones aura Fi 


A Comparison of GPAs of Employed Sedond-Year Students 


and Second-Year sealers alesis a ee 


A Comparison of GPAs of Empipvéd and Not-Employed | 


Students in Engineering Tec 


Nursing and Business at as & ee 


A Comparison of GPAs of aati sod Female Students 


Three Years or Less: Qut of High School - Not Employed 


oe we 


o/s 


w 
/ 


“and caplet 1-26 and’ 27-40 or More Hours Per Week 


A Comparison of GPAs of Mate and Female Students 


Four or Moye Years Out of High School’ - Not £mployed 


nology, Associate Pegree 


_and Employed Forty or More Hours Per Week peor eee 


Percent of Certain Classifications of Students 


in Each Rmployment Category «++ +s - | Ae 


{ 


hg 


+ 


Page ‘ 
— a) 
f 
«s 10 
a . 
. 5 
4. 1 11 
me 2 
a a 13 “ 
\ 
s+ ii 
ia219 : 
a: P 
} 


. -Chapter 1 


3 » a 
” . 2 i + “ 


i \ ; INTRODUCTION . . 
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it ia 6 weidety poled opinion among instructors at Forsyth Technical 

1 : re t < 

| Institute, Winston-Salem, North. Carolina, ‘that students who hold a job 
nee carrying a re class load” are ata aeneciesetbHee Résearch to 


support or refute thas opinion is very sfarse. 


oo 


= . The purpose of this study was to search for a aah aia between 
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the suaneeg of askociate ere eo en as it al by their’ grade 
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point average (GPA), and their employment status. The questions to be ° 
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answered were: ° . be ‘ a ‘ Pade 
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1.-Are student GPAs related to thé number of hours: pér week 
- ee ; es ‘ 
_that the students are ehployed? ; ; 7 
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ote a) : oie 
a “2, Do'the factoks of year in school, curriculum, years since 
ae a ‘ 


a 5 per : ‘ 
° Megane eee eee or sex ‘have any bearing on ee 5 
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a DY . The population studied consisted of those dtudents carrying 


lei 4 
-twelve or more eFGait houre during the fall quarter ‘at 1976. The GPAs 


ra the Py . 
oA for the-fatt quatter were sxouped eciaeks to hours per week slice aes 


a pe es to Be controlléd and tonipancea using Student's t-test. 
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BACKGROUND AND SIGNIFICANCE — 


The average’ age of students entering the two-year college has 
increased during the past few years. From a nationwide sampling, 


Bushnell (1973:22) reports that the proportion of students over twenty- 
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~ 


one re old increased from 7 percent, in 1967-to 25 edibe ae in 1971, - 


"In a study of students in North Carolina Community Colleges and Technical 
Institutes, ACE. Templin, ae Daniel (1973:72-73) report that: 


In 1968, 74% of all ¢urticulum etudauite ‘were under 23 years of ' 
‘age. By 1974 this tencency toward serving mainly younger students 
had shifted, with the largest increases occurring in the 26-39 age 


group. a ’ 
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Their data indicates that in 1974 only 44 percent of curriculum students / 


were under 23 years old.’ + ye 3 ‘ * 53 / 

‘ ; a * ‘ e 
The older student brings with him different, if not more, problems 

than the younger student. The pressures of early adulthood have replaced 


“those of late adolescence. Or, as Sheehy '(1976:38,85) describes it, the : 


student-is "getting started” instead, of. "bresking away.” Among the most 
y * & 4 
av Es “ Fd is 


formidable of these problems is the etonomics of ‘Living as an individual F 


without parental support or of starting ‘a family. As the average age’ has 


crf 


gone up, the percentage ae re ee oes students, as reportdd, by - 


Shearon, Templin and Daniel (1976:73), h4s increased from 28 percent in 


1968 to 51 percedt in 1974. - af? < g 
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It is not unexpected then, that: a large proportion of today's 
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ee callege students are enployed, Again’ from Shearon, Templin'and 
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Dawtel (1976:111): i ee he gee OK 
« iu * + fh ° : : 
Among curriculum students, 45% were employed ful? time, 25% - 
_ were working part time, and 22% were unemployed. Of those who f -, ; 
4 = were working, 57% spent 40 or more hours per week on the job and ° : a : 
36% worked between 10 and '39 hours. / ae 
/ / x 
It would seem that any activity requiring such a large part of . 
~ \ 
the student's time would-affect his performance .in school. Some knowledge 
; : : are : ’ 
-of the relationship, if any, between hours of employment per week and + 
‘grades would be useful in counseling entering students and students having 
academic or financial difficulty. According to Charles R. King, Director Sai, 


of Student Personnel at Forsyth Technical Institute, help is needed in: ‘ha 
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answering the follawing questions: ‘ 
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_ i. How many hours can a student work and maintain a CPA> gommen- 


surate with his ability to learn? . ; 7 > 
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2. What type of part-time work (in terms of: hours or schedules) 
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Bie Should part= time work be enmcavdean ; in the financial aid package 
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a students? 
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4, How much emphasis should counselors put on part-time work 
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when counseling students on academic probation? 
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Recent literature is almost totally lacking on the relationship 


between hours of employment gad GPA. “In the only related study found, . \ 
ra | " rf 
= ry 54 
Deel (1973:50) reports that students carrying 12-15 credit hours and work- 


ing forty oe more hours per week did better than those een the same 
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Joad but eeren only 27-39 a per week. le, ere found that college 
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transfer students (as wuneees to two-year sain students) working : 
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14-26 hours per week did better than those working forty or more hours 
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per week. ' 


of the effect of employment on success in schoo 


3, 


. 


‘ 


If. the pwesent trend toward ‘older students contingues, knowledge ~ 
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1 will become more important. 
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“In order to better serve the student, educational: institutions must be 
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aware-of the pressures that affect his ability to learn. 
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ak ad oh - 
° The population tn this study was limited to students enrolled 
‘ ef for twelve or. more' credit hours in saseoiate degree programs. The - er 
; regearch quastions addressed were as follows: x © " ee 


re 
ee 


é sas Are student GPAs related to the number of hours per week 
} that the students are enployed? a * at i 
2. Do the factors of yeat in school, curriculum, years since 
: high sthood graduation ot sex have any bearing ‘tn the elatiedahig between . 
.GPA and number of hours per wef employed? - , 
‘ - As a aes to ee -and aloe data, the following null 
i hypotheses were ‘made: . / . | + 


1. The mean GPA of students th employed is no different from | 
/ ° Sah . 


; 
the mein GPA of employed,’ students. ' 


a i * " Ps >: P 


Y 4 2. The mean’ GPA of first-year students not employed is no dié- 


‘ im ferent from the mean GPA of eapieged first-year atudenta'. F ; : 
, _ . 3. The neat CPA of second-year students not employed ios a 
{ a "different pies the mean GPA ba employed second-year students, 
oe The prean GPA of pe awenetad Technology, Assoctate “Degree ' 


URE SUB y and Business Administration, students not employed is no dif- 
‘ 


. © | ferdént from the mean GFA of employed students in the same curriculums. 
5s When isolating the variables of sex and years since high school 


* f . * ‘ 
: gradation, the mean GPA of ‘students not en is not different from ” 


. 
. a ? 4 ’ 


the mean/GPA of employed students. 
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Whe data used was contained, in.a listing of all students register- 


~ * ot * ‘ 


es 4 ye © * 
‘ ing for the winter quarter of 1976-77, During the registration process 


rt 


students verjfied or updated the information about their employment status, 
et 4 7 


A list was made of 783 students fitting the description of the population 
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to be studied. From'that list the GPAs earned during the fall’ quarter of 


~ 


1976 were assembled into the following groups: 4 é 7 
All Students Not Employed : , 


All Students Employed ‘1-13 Hours Per Week , —— 
AK Students Employed 1d 26 Hours Per Week | . 
All Students Employed 27-39 Hours Per Week 
4 _ All Students Employed, 40 or Note“ fidgurs Per Wack 
* yo . First-Year Students Not Employed 
Q 1 sivoestane Studeats Emploved 1-13 Hours Per Week . ; 2 


ih : ‘ : 
First-Year Students Employed 14-26 Hours Per Week 


’ First-Year Student's Employed 27-39 Hours Per Week 


£ x 


First-Year Students Emploved 40 or More Hours Per Weck , ' 7 
f Second: Year Students Not Employed ‘ 
ain wrens Students Employed 1-13 Hours Per Weck 
naaphentaae Students Employed 14-26 Hours Per Week oe 


t Setond-Year Students [mployed 27-39 Hours Pet Week 


ae 


Second-Year Students Employed 40 or More Hours Per Weck 
| Engineering Technology Students Not Employed 
| Engineering Technology Students Employed 
* Associate Degree Hhursints Students Not Employed 


bo 4 
| ' Associate Degree Nursing Students Employed 


. 
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' Business Administration Students Not Employed . 
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i ' Business Administration ae tmp Laye mh : . 7 ie 7 
' Male Senmants Four Years or ove Out of High School and Not Po 3 
i Emp leyed a8 : . eS 


‘ Male: Students Four Year or More Qut of High School and piel a 
Forty or More Hours Per Week a 

< : } df 

Male Students Three Toate or Less out of High’ School and Not : 

* . Employed 


q F ' 


, : s ¢ j 


ee SS Male Students Three Years or Less Ou of High School nae ta al 
1-26 Hours Per Week er ite 


‘ Mate Students Three Years or Less Out of High School and pee ee 
,~ 27-40 or More Hours Per Week 
Female Students Four Years or mute Out. of High School and Not og 
Employed , 
> 
3 Fen le Students Four Years ar More Gut of HighSSchéol and fii ete 
Forty or Moré Hours Per pi 
- ‘ ’ 

Female ee Three Years or fee Out ‘of ‘High School ‘and Not 
Employed F 2 pi S 
_ Female Students Three Yyars or Less Out of High Sehool and -Eitployed 
P 1-26 Hours Per Week ‘ S 


% 
*e 


- “ Female Students Three Years or Less Out of:High School and 
Employed eae or More Hours Per Week 


a Each group was inserted into a matrix to facilitate random sampling 
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using a table of random numbers, * Samples were drawn from each group and '! 


- comparisons were madé* between the GPAs of students not employed and the 


* 
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_ - GPAs of Seulcenciaian students. ;  ¥ | 


Student.’s t-test (two-tailed) was applied to the samples from 
\ is * “ ‘ 
oa” aoe of ‘groupe compared. Student's*t-test was selected for its value, 


accordjng tot (1968: 100), in tebting ag nui nee CIEE NS that two Ba 
belong to tie same population. ‘The nscociatteat analyiils was done on a_ 


HeGlect-Packard Model 9810 programmable.calculator. 
eee. . . 
; ‘ A limitation on this study was the lack of data on students who 
® 
Bg - a i: = 
. withdrew from school during the quarter under consideration. Also, those 


# 


i zs 


re 
who completed the fall.quarter but did not register for the winter quarter 


Ke cc ; ' 
were not in¢luded. . : . . 
é as Several assumption Were made. One was that the employment 
‘ val ’ é ” . . Sg 
etatus Seported or verified by the student during the winter quarter 


eu baceseicn was ed all through the fall quarter. Another was that... 


* 


“variations in credit denis ‘loads, ahove the 12 hour nindaun were not eke 


: nificant. The latter was Justified by Deal's study (1973:46) which: 


reports that; = *" ; 4 


. 
' ! 
4 


5 No’ significant difference was found in the current grade — 
: ; point average of full-time students working a designated number 
, ' . of hours. per week attempting 12-15 credit hours and full-time © 


students working a designated number of hours per week attempting 
. _16 or-more ¢redit hours. ° 


. 
§ , 


The assumption was also made that the differing abilities of, stu- 


: ae 7 ‘ 
dents was of no significance. This was supported by a study“of enginéering 
- . * 
e . 4 F ; . 3 
. and health curricula students at Forsyth Gachnicat Institute in which 


} ~ Chase (1976:34) found no correlation between nte-suvelinant mathematics 
z ‘ ‘test scores and student success as measured by their CPAs. ‘She suggests 
that ". . . the success of students . be does not depend on their 
= academic level at snipes A & 
4 . The population, GPhs and the gerdups into which they were divided 
were assumed ig be distributed sornally, 
‘ ‘ ; 5 ; : Ze 
: e aes . d 
. Z ; ; ‘tip . ; 
Pi 4 - ’ 
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s ore) J i 
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- 2 4 4 { \ - 1] ‘ 
~4 : \ U : : 7 ¢ | . . : Z z % ° ' 
: ; ie The test of the first hypothesis is shown in Table 1. THe value 
= 4, a” : ‘ : { 
* ‘oft required to reject the hypothesis at the .95 level of confidence is. 


- + 3 \ 
; = 


fs found only in the comparison with students employed 14-26 hours per week. 
' 3 At the 90 level of confidence the Hepacheate” holds, owiy for ineencs 
Ls o, a wa Va : 


us Fag 
Se employed 117° ‘hours ei week, the mean GPA of ‘students ds ae Anigitooeent 


? 5 ei ails vas higher biel the mean GPA of ewe not sanllian. 
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~ i ; " ‘ oi Table 1: a q : z \ " 
j* . | " ” i 7 e . i 
> y ‘ A Comparison of GPAs of Employed Students 
~ Sg aa one Students Not Employed : / 
OY ants oy . ' so ‘ 
, ‘ | ; ‘ ma 
Opt re ee ee 
/ we) are Employed Employed Emp Loyed Employed 
z - 1-13 hrs/wk 14-26 hrs/wk 27-39 hrs/wk 40 or more hrs/wk 
30'S 4 Méan=2.95  Mean=3.04 ;  Mcane2.96 Mean=2.95 
: mf $.D.=0.62 © §.D.=0,75 ~s.p.¥.68 $.D.=0. 70 
iy r - * : my 
4 1 : r i : 
Not Employed _ j | . ra 
.  . Mean=2,88 t«1'23 , t=4,13 -! t=1.81 t=1.90 ~ = 
Pes.. $.D.=0,83 « ; d.f.=68 d d.f.#78 i ~ 
J for fejection of hypothesis. at .93 level=2.00 = =: ‘ 
fe ! a, e. < o oe 
, t ere rejection of ihe at. .90 Laat 67 [. 
‘ * FA é 
3 : ‘J ‘ ( i. ‘ ’ ¥ 
4 | 4 
t ( A ’ 
a * * } et 
2 : re 2 . 2 m i 
iy re * " ¢ : } 
° { . 3 : / 7 
y ! I " | 
v!'9 
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, a8 The.test of’ the second hypothesis, shown in Table 2, revealed 
, . 2 = : ° ' * z ss 


that 35 rould be rejected at the .95 level oe Enea for one of (the . 
employment hour categories and at the .99 level fot the other three : 
categories. The enployed anidents bad higher average GPAs except for 
Ce. 4 ‘those employed 27-39 héurs per week. 
| | : : Table 2 * : 
{ 4 4 . 
| . . A ‘comparison of GPAs of Employed First-Year Students Ae ° : 
‘ ’ and First-Year Students Not Employed j 
QS . ’ t 
see hg rer eS lp tg TS 
* : Employed Employed ‘Puplayed Employed 
yl ‘1-13 trs/wk 14-26 hrs/wk. ‘27-39 hrs/wk 40 or more hrs/wk , . 
te 8 Mean=3,02 Mean=3.10 Mean=2.64 ° Meany2.98 : 
| r 4 $.D.=0.67 $.D.=0.66 $.D.=0.69 $.D.£0.88 ee 
* . f ' 
: : ical: nk: aaa a ae : 
; PBS 3 ot Employed ei 
Aa a Mean=2.85 _ t=2.67 t=3.99 t=3.46 t=2.06 
S.D.=0.82 d.f.=58 d.£.<58 d.f.=58 d.f£.=58 
\ . t for rejection of hypothesis at “99 level=2.66 , 
” _ t for rejection of hypothesis at .95 level=2.00 -  o. 
; * ‘ a i 
4 oe 
| ; . ‘ 
* ‘ | & 
} ‘ 
i . ** 
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Table 3 shows that the third hypothesis cannot, be rejected for: 
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any employment hour category. a ae ess ata 
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A Comparison of GPAs of Employed Second-Year Students . 
and Second-Year Students Not Employed, 
. * % ‘ { . Ry 


° es » ’ i a ? 
Empldyed, Employed Employed Employed 
4-13 hrs/wk 14-26 hrs/wk 27-39 hrs/wk 40 or more hré/wk 
Mean#3.09 Mean=3.01 Mean=3,02 Mean=2.98 
_ S.D.=0.79 * §.D.=0.87 $.D.=0.74 6 .D.#0.53 
; 
Not Employed : ; ; - 
‘Mean=3.07 -t#0.11 t=0.30 t=0.24 , 't=0.51 
$.D,=0.71 d.f)=57 d.f.=58 d.f.=58 d.£.=58 
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The results of the test of the’ ‘fourth hypothesis ig shown: in 


“ 
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Table 4. The ‘hypotheata could nde be rejected. 
- é. * r] 
: Table'4 an . 


e . J ; se 


.c A Sigurt of GPAs “OE Employed and Not-Employed’ Students * 
5 in Engincering:.Techno logy, Associate Degree 
4 . Nursing and Business Administration . 


Engineering Busingss ~~ 
‘ Technology ursing AdwiniStration 
Mean=3.15 Mean=2.74 , -« Mead=2.81 


Not Employed S.D.=0.67 


S.D.=0.53 $.D.50.73 


ry 


Engineering 


Mean=3.18 d.f. 
+ S.D.=0.78 


Assocs Degree ff j b 
Nursing ' ‘ t=1.14 ‘ 
Meah=2,.90 ee ee ° d.£,=58 
S.D.=0.58 eS 


Business " , hs 
, Adminjstration t=0.90 
Mean=2 “62 ; PL gs ay d.£.=58 | 
§.D.=0.90 ; a ee 


*# 


ae for rejéction of hypothesis at’ .90 level=1.68 ' 


t for rejection of hypothesis at .90 level=1.67°- . 


ta 
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Tables 5 and 6 show the results of tie test of the fifth hypo- 


- 


thesis. “Table 5 shows that! the differences between the GPAs of employed 


4 


: \ F , 
and unemployed studerits who have been out-of high school three years or 


_less is statistically insignificant. Te also indicates that the sex of 


a 


the student does not affect the rM@tionship between GPA and emp Loyment 
- ‘ ' 


“status. - ; : 7 
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Table 5 


A Comparison of GPAs of Male and Female Students Three 
_, Years or bess Out of High School - Not Employed and 
Employed 1-26 and 27-40 or More Hours Per Week * 


f ’ « ‘ u 
» > a, * 


_ See : SS a 
- ,« Employed: £26 hrs/wk Employed 27-40 or more hrs/wk , 
a : j 
Male :¥ Female ‘ Male Female 
Not Mean=2.71 Mcan#2.88 Mean=2.66 Mean=2.76 
Employed *. §:5D.=0.83 §.D.=0.73 §.D.=0,83 - $.D.=0.78 ‘6 
. ‘ % « 
Mate * i Ss ie 
Mean=2.74 * -t0. 15. . t=0.37 y 
§.D.=0.89 d,f£.=58 “4 d.f.#58 
bo : ; % ¥ 
Female : i : 
Mean=2.81 t=0.40 ; ae t=0.24 ° . 
S.D.20.71 . , d.f.=58 3 d.f£.=58 ; 
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’ ia 
e's t for rejection of hypothesis at .90 level=1.67 
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f Table 6 shows that, for student ‘who have beén out of high school P i 


} 
ri . 4 \ 
: four years or more, employment of forty hours or more per week is not related 
“" . / 
me ‘ \ 


» : x : ’ 
t He he one ; 1.8 f.. «3 ; 


to GPA for either sex. 


A, Comparison of GPAs of Maleland Female Students Four 
i a? or More Years Out of High, Sclool.- Not Employed ' 
ie Employed Forty or Hore.Hours: Per Weck ° 


~ 


. «*™ fale ty * Female 
; ° “Not / ¥ ean=3.00- Mean=3.14_ - 
a ' Employed 


20°80 =. a $.D.=0.66 


Male F ' 
Mean=2.72 an “ tel.13 ° 


b SUL. 43 . d,f.=58 j ‘4 
\ wud \ ‘ ’ 
, i Female | tT: | : 
| s Mean=3.15 ~s t=0.05 
/ ~  §.D.=0.76, ; | . d.f.=58 7 te 
b: Al, 


t for rejection of hypothesis at .90 level=1.67 ; a 
' = ‘ Nie 2 i 
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The groupjng of student GPAs for sampling resultdd ‘in data that 


describes, to some extent, the employment of/students attending Forsyth 


‘ Technical Institute ‘during ‘the fal] quarter f 1976. This data is tabu- 


ns & y ches Vie ioe . 
lated in Table 7{ Appendix Ary i : 
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GPA was related to 


ha 


" not employed is no different from the mean GPA of employed -first*year 


Chapter 5 . -_ \ 
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-' DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS |, 
se -% 


‘ 
"ee af 


‘The. results of, hig orn show some i reresting relationsiiips 
S ver eek ares and “ 


y . 
between resus employment ,' penis hou 


abidewt Cries by grade point average. [t was , ‘found that 


| a ’ 


hours of employment for first-year students but not 


for second-year stydents. , It was also found that When: isolating students 


by certain curriculums, by yee since high ‘school gvadtinichon or by sex,n 


there was no relationship ——, GPA and employment . c = 


+ 


a 


The second hypothesis, that the mean GPA of first-year students: \ 


re - 


students, was rejected to a 99 percent level of confidence for the part~ ; 


b 


.time work categories and to a,95 percent level of confidence for the 
» 


full-time employment: category. First-year students employed 1-26 hours 


per week or employed full-time shad higher GPAs than the firstryear stu- 


dents who were not employed. Those’ employed 27-39 hours. per week, however, fF 


had lower GPAs than those not employed. The strongest relationship was, ' 
. 


found in the 14-26 hour category and is reflected in Table 1 which deals’ 


with the total population. is 


ment of up to approximately 26 hours per week. Part-time employment of # 


* The implications are that during their first year in school, My 


é. . 
‘ ’ 


students benefit from being employed full-time or from part-time employ- 


, 1? *% 


more than approximately 26 hours per week, however, is detrimental to — 


\ 
their grades. £4 . 
» : \ ' 19 : ‘ 


el e 
ve # LS { . 


- On whe surface. this _non-Ltnear ‘lationship between hours per 


weal employed and average GPA is peradintat, ih reasoffable eaplinontied 
{ 
seems to be that siecle isa either motivating factor itself or is 
: “ ‘ p? : “ 
4 > a 
evidence of high motivation. There is a point, however, past which the 


4 


number of hours employed leaves ingufficient, time for studies. The fact- 


that some -stodentsf employed forty. or more hours per week also do well in 


school aDASRRES that some other factors tae a bearing. It can be seen 


, 


from the data ae in Table 7, Appendix A, ‘that those students who 


i @ 
+ 


Sian: beem out of high Schon four’ years or mbre,make up only 35 percent 


of tha ponulation “studied but represent 61 percent of those employed 


forty or more hours pet week, It seems ‘that age may be a factor in suc— | 


hae a. . gf 
ceeding in school while working full-time. . 
penal t ‘ i ” 
Based on the results of this study, the folléving recommendations 


’ 
* . 


‘are made to the counselor§ at Torsyth Technical Institute: ; } 
1. Consideration should be given to the relationships reported 
Here ‘between hourg per week of capioynent and GPA when securing employ=< 


ment ‘or developing Worker seedy ae for fulltime associate degree 


q 
1 


students. . 


2. Entering students and students in academic difficulty should 


4 


be made! aware of the relationships between employment and GPA. ‘ y 
3. The relationships between employment and GPA should be con- 
sidered from Loth the beneficial and the detrimental aspects. 


. 


The weed ‘ror further research on this topic is obvious, due to 
the lack of recent studies and the dLinkted Beape of this acug yt More . 
mrtalihes need to be controlled as other factors are studied for their 


effect on the relationship between employment and success in school. 
a 


¢ 


The non-linear ari a betwaen number ovE hours employed and GPA, 


es 5 ~ 
: also Found by Deal 1973:23) | needs further explanation. It wowld also 
> 
SS “be sali ada and helpful, to know if employment: is motivating Fat the ‘ 
—_ jae “ee ue ; * ‘ > 4.3 ' 
student or simply an indication of motivation from another source. 
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F a _ UNIVERSITY OF CALIE, , 


- APPENDIX A a LOS ANGELES 
¥ 4 } . 
~ Table 7* - — AvG 1 9 197° 
" Percent of- Certain Classifications of dendanenemnnnetamuee FOR - 
in Each Employment Category - YUNIOR COLLEGES 
‘ . ’ “ -: 
: a4 
Student Employment Category (Hours per Week) a : 
Classification f-* 1-13" > 14-26" 27-39 40 

First Year 46.9 5.5 16.8 7.8 ° 24.9 
N=434 6 4 s 
Second Year 42.2 5.6 16.1 ae ee , 43 c 
Ne341 . & as 
Special Credit 25.0 0 62.5 0 12.5 
N=8 ‘ 
Engineering Tech. 28.6 lasciiWinnclinnininnans Ph wadanniiceiesnieinan 
N= 98 . ; : 
A. D. Nursing , 64.9 aoa 2----~---- mq 35.1 --------+------ 
N=151 Py : 

tee ; 

Business Adj. 32.6 a eteharetanaieemeneret LC tear teametetaneeemane 
N=129 ‘ : ; 


eo" . ae 
Male: 4 years or _ 
more out of high 2552 - 200 « | 354 6.1 63.3 
school N=147"" - 


Male: 3 years or , 
less out of high 23.4 735 2.5 |. 16.7 ate2'* * 
school N=186 : 


Females 4 years or A 

more out of high. . 61.5 4.6 8.5 e 642 19,2 

school N=130 ; 
Ss - 

Female: 3 years or ; - 

less out of high 56.6 6.2 24.1 8.1 DO 


school N=320 ° P 


Total - AS6 5.5 17.0° 9.4 24.5 : 
N=783 : 


